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Correction
Figures 2(b), S4(b), S5(b), and S6(b) were incorrectly
labelled to show cumulative CO2 emissions from 2011
to 2100 inGtCO2. Instead, the panels show cumulative
greenhouse gas emissions from 2011 to 2100 in CO2-
equivalence, computed with 100-year Global Warm-
ing Potentials from the IPCC Second Assessment
Report (IPCC 1996). The vertical label should be
updated to reﬂect this correction.
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Figure 2. Integrated inﬂuenceof costs and technologies onCO2 budgets consistentwith limitingwarming below2 °Cwith 50%chance
between 2011 and2050 (panel a) andbetween2011 and 2100 (panel b). Each symbol represents one unique scenario case. Symbols are
groupedwith coloured featuresbased on the future energy-demandassumptions that underlie the scenarios (based on theGlobal Energy
Assessment—GEA,Riahi et al2012). Coloured features in theﬁgures are visual guides tohighlightdata pointswhich are grouped together,
but donot represent quantitative data.Costs are provided as year-2020 carbonpricesdiscounted back (discount rate 5%) to 2011. Total
mitigation costs are given inﬁgure S4. For clarity only 2 °Cscenarioswith 50%chance are shown, but consistent features can be seen for
other probability levels in spite of a lower amount of scenariosbeing available (ﬁgures S5 and S6).
© 2016 IOPPublishing Ltd
The ﬁrst sentence of the captions of ﬁgures 2 and
S4 should read: Integrated inﬂuence of costs and tech-
nologies on CO2 budgets consistent with limiting warm-
ing below 2 °Cwith 50% chance between 2011 and 2050
(panel a) and on greenhouse gas budgets between 2011
and 2100 (panel b).
The ﬁrst sentence of the captions of ﬁgures S5 and
S6 should read: Integrated inﬂuence of costs and tech-
nologies on CO2 budgets consistent with limiting warm-
ing below 2 °C with 50, 66 and 75% chance between
2011 and 2050 (panel a) and on greenhouse gas budgets
between 2011 and 2100 (panel b).
Figure S4. Integrated inﬂuence of costs and technologies onCO2 budgets consistent with limitingwarming below 2 °Cwith 50%
chance between 2011-2050 (panel a) and between 2011–2100 (panel b). Each symbol represents one unique scenario case. Symbols are
groupedwith coloured features based on the future energy-demand assumptions that underlie the scenarios (based on theGlobal
Energy Assessment—GEA, Riahi et al 2012). Coloured features in theﬁgures are visual guides to highlight data points which are
grouped together, but do not represent quantitative data. Costs are provided as total discountedmitigation costs (seemain text). For
clarity only 2 °C scenarios with 50% chance are shown, but consistent features can be seen for other probability levels in spite of a
lower amount of scenarios being available (ﬁgure S6).
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This error does not further affect any of the dis-
cussion or conclusions of the paper.
In the following pages, additional alternative
ﬁgures have been included showing how ﬁgures 2,
S4, S5, and S6 would look like when showing
cumulative CO2 emissions instead of cumula-
tive greenhouse gas emissions for panel b of each
ﬁgure.
Figure S5. Integrated inﬂuence of costs and technologies onCO2 budgets consistent with limitingwarming below 2 °Cwith 50, 66 and
75% chance between 2011–2050 (panel a) and between 2011–2100 (panel b). Each symbol represents one unique scenario case.
Symbols are groupedwith coloured features based on the future energy-demand assumptions that underlie the scenarios (based on
theGlobal Energy Assessment—GEA, Riahi et al 2012). Coloured features in theﬁgures are visual guides to highlight data points
which are grouped together, but do not represent quantitative data. Costs are provided as year-2020 carbon prices discounted back
(discount rate 5%) to 2011. Totalmitigation costs are given in ﬁgure S6.Different probability levels are identiﬁed by the intensity of
the symbols.
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Figure S6. Integrated inﬂuence of costs and technologies onCO2 budgets consistent with limitingwarming below 2 °Cwith 50, 66 and
75% chance between 2011–2050 (panel a) and between 2011–2100 (panel b). Each symbol represents one unique scenario case.
Symbols are groupedwith coloured features based on the future energy-demand assumptions that underlie the scenarios (based on
theGlobal Energy Assessment—GEA, Riahi et al 2012). Coloured features in theﬁgures are visual guides to highlight data points
which are grouped together, but do not represent quantitative data. Costs are provided as total discountedmitigation costs (seemain
text). Carbon prices are given inﬁgure S5. Different probability levels are identiﬁed by the intensity of the symbols.
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